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A Digest of 40 Bills in Congress 


In this, our fifth annual review of pending national social legislation, we digest briefly proposals related 
to salary limitation, taxation, coordination of the war effort, international cooperation, labor, agriculture, 
social security, race relations, the liquor traffic, postwar planning, etc. 


The prospect for social legislation is obscure; much 
more so than at any time since these reviews were begun 
in February, 1939. It is said that on more than a few 
occasions lawyers have advised their clients to “sue 
everybody.” On somewhat the same principle, Congress 
is investigating, so much so that even informed people 
cannot say who is investigating whom or what. There 
is widespread concern about “jurisdictional disputes” 
among administrators, which are the bane not only of 
organized labor, but also of modern government. There 
is general interest in letting 18 year olds vote, if they 
must fight. 

There is complaint about the condition of small busi- 
ness; many in Congress believe the war contracts have 
unduly favored large corporations. There is continued 
interest in reducing “non-essential” expenditures, often 
however, to eliminate a program someone very much dis- 
likes. Some observers are awaiting a test of the powers 
of the farm lobby, wondering whether it is the upper 
half or the lower half of the farmers who will be favored 
by “organized agriculture.” 

Many Congressmen believe the people in the elections 
of 1942 gave them “a job to do on bureaucrats.” But 
the ferment of Washington in early 1943 is not so simply 
explained. It is rather a conflict with certain admini- 
strators who, if removed, will be replaced by others; but 
the bureaus will still be there. There are also contests 
for influence in this or that bureau by this or that pressure 
group. The more immediate general interest is in salary 
limitation and in taxation by some pay-as-you-go plan; 
hence we start our review with these. 


Salary Limitation. 


The House Ways and Means Committee has approved 
H.R. 1780, sponsored by Representative Wesley E. 
Disney, of Oklahoma, which would increase the “debt 
limit” of the United States to $210,000,000,000, and also 
amend the Emergency Price Control Act, approved Octo- 
ber 2, 1942, by expressly declaring that salaries shall be 
limited to: (1) The annual rate prevailing on December 
7, 1941, Pearl Harbor Day; or (2) “an amount which 
after reduction by the federal income taxes thereon would 
equal $25,000.” The effect of this, of course, would be 
to set aside the orders of President Roosevelt and Director 
Byrnes limiting all salaries to $25,000, after taxes, and 
providing for stabilization of salaries. Under the second 


alternative above, a salary of less than $25,000 after taxes 
might be permitted to rise to that figure. 

President Roosevelt has appealed to Congress to levy a 
wartime super tax which would absorb all income in 
excess of $25,000 per person, or $50,000 per married 
couple, including that received from tax-exempt govern- 
mental securities, state and local; or, if Congress does 
not agree to so drastic a measure, a special tax upon the 
excess of such incomes graduated at from 50 to 90 per 
cent. It is announced that the House Ways and Means 
Committee has given no attention to the recommendation. 


Which Pay-As-You-Go Plan? 


As this is written, the House Ways and Means Com- 
mittee has appointed a subcommittee for the purpose of 
working out a compromise among various plans for put- 
ting the individual income tax on a pay-as-you-go basis 
and the withholding of much of this tax at the source. 
The public discussion of these proposals has been occa- 
sioned by the large tax liabilities of individuals, estimated 
at ten billions of dollars. A large section of the popula- 
tion owes these taxes to the federal government. Appar- 
ently many people are still unaware of their obligations. 
Interest was considerably heightened, too, by the publi- 
cizing of the plan worked out by Beardsley Ruml for 
moving the tax clocks ahead and placing the payment of 
taxes on a current basis, e.g., 1943 taxes might be paid 
upon 1943 income. (The plan is digested below under 
the bills that would put it into effect.) 


Treasury officials have opposed Mr. Ruml’s plan, 
largely because of alleged “windfalls” to a limited number 
of persons with high income. But they have indicated 
that they favor the enactment of provisions to withhold 
at the source a portion of the 1943 taxes from 1943 
income, and to place the tax liabilities of persons in the 
low income brackets on a current basis. This might call 
upon the high income groups, however, to pay a portion 
of their 1942 taxes and their 1943 taxes in one year. 
With the rates now prevailing the 1943 tax liabilities of 
people in certain income brackets would equal or exceed 
their 1943 income. 

The House Ways and Means Committee has struggled 
with various techniques, as follows: 


1. A method which would place the levy on all taxable 
income up to $2,000 on a current basis, and the payment 
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of most of these taxes at the source. The practical effect 
of this would be that about 27,000,000 low income tax 
payers would pay no taxes on 1942 income, and would 
have roughly the equivalent of their 1943 taxes withheld 
at the source. Those with taxable incomes of over $2,000 
would pay the levy upon 1942 income and their 1943 
obligations in 1943. 


2. The payment of taxes upon 1942 income at the 1941 
rates, with the privilege of spreading the payments over a 
three year period, and with the collection of 1943 taxes 
on 1943 income at the source. 


3. A plan that would put tax payers on a pay-as-you-go 
basis by July 1, 1943, requiring during the first half of 
this year the payment of one hali of the taxes due on 1942 
income, and permitting the payment of the other half over 
a five year period. 

4. The collection of the 1942 tax on the basis of the 
higher exemptions prevailing in 1941, spreading the col- 
lection over a period of years with discounts for payment 
of the taxes ahead of schedule, and placing the 1943 
income tax on a pay-as-you-go basis. 

5. The well publicized Ruml plan which would be put 
into effect by S. J. Res. 1, introduced by Senator Arthur 
Capper of Kansas (referred to the Committee on Finance, 
Senator Walter George of Georgia, Chairman) ; and H. J. 
Res. 17, sponsored by Representative Frank Carlson of 
Ikansas (referred to the House Committee on Ways and 
Means, Representative Robert L. Doughton of North 
Carolina, Chairman). 

The Ruml plan has been much misunderstood by both 
its enemies and its friends. Some of the support for it 
has actually been occasioned by the erroneous impression 
that Beardsley Ruml was literally advocating a “year oi 
jubilee,” and that if put into effect,the Ruml pian would re- 
lieve everyone of federal come taxes for twelve montis. 
The plan of Mr. Ruml, who is treasurer of R. H. Macy & 
Co., of New York, and chairman of the Federal Reserve 
Bank of New York, was described in INFORMATION 
Service for December 26, 1942. Mr. Ruml aims at the 
highest possible amount of tax collections, and the lowest 
possible proportion of defaults. He would simply turn the 
tax clocks ahead, and put the payment of federal personal 
income taxes on a current basis. He would like to get 
the people of the country “out of income tax debt.” We 
woud go right on paying taxes, however, and there would 
be no year of jubilee. lor example, the year 1942 might 
have been dropped out of the calendar, and the taxes we 
will pay during 1943 might have been based on our 
estimates of our 1943 incomes. A year-end accounting 
would also take place. 

The Ruml plan would apply to all income groups. Mr. 
Ruml would, however, make three special provisions for 
the high incomes. First, he would not cancel any income 
tax on capital gains. Second, he would levy a special 
death tax in order to recover in part what might be 
considered “windfall.” Third, he would, in instances of 
persons having over $10,000 income, allow the dropping 
of only an amount equal to the average income for a 
three year period, and not that for any one calendar year. 
There would be certain losses to the Treasury from the 
present tax payers and these would be spread over 30 to 
50 years, as the current generation of tax payers died, 
or lost their income. 


Churches and Victory Tax 


Representative Daniel A. Reed of New York has intro- 
duced H. R. 1696 which would exempt churches and cer- 
tain otMer voluntary organizations from the requirement 
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of withholding the Victory Tax of five per cent on salaries 
and wages of over $624 a year. So far as we know, no 
national church body or social agency has called for such 
exemption. Certain state and local groups, particularly 
among the Southern Baptists, have publicly declared for it, 
The bill has been referred to the Committee on Ways and 
Means, Robert L. Doughton of North Carolina, Chair- 
man. 


Coordination of War Effort 


S. 607, referred to the Committee on Military Affairs, 
Senator Robert R. Reynolds of North Carolina, Chair- 
man, is sponsored by eight Senators. It would create an 
Office of War Mobilization as an independent office under 
a director, with four branches responsible for (1) Pro- 
duction and Supply; (2) Manpower Supply; (3) Scien- 
tific and Technical Mobilization; (4) Economic Stabili- 
zation; each with an administrator. The Office of Price 
Administration would be transferred to the Office of 
Economic Stabilization. This bill would provide for a 
far-reaching reorganization and coordination of most of 
the special war agencies. 


An Industrial Draft 


A system of “Civilian Selective War Service,” or a 
compulsory manpower program for industry, would be 
provided by companion bills, S. 666, introduced by Sena- 
tor Warren Austin of Vermont and H. R. 1742, by 
Representative James Wadsworth of New York. Women 
between the ages of 18 and 50 and men between the ages 
of 18 and 65 would become liable for this service. ‘Lhe 
bills have been referred to the respective committees on 
military affairs. Representative Andrew J. May of 
Kentucky is chairman of the House Committee, which 
has already announced its disapproval of the measure; 
Hon. Robert R. Reynolds of North Carolina of the Senate 
Committee. 


Implementing the Atlantic Charter 


S. Res. 91, introduced by Senator Guy M. Gillette of 
Iowa, proposes that the Senate approve the program and 
principles in the Atlantic Charter. It also advises and 
urges the President to negotiate a formal treaty among 
the United Nations, pledging them to the goals enunciated, 
to be entitled “The United Nations Postwar Peace 
Charter.” The bill has been referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of which Senator Tom Connally of 
Texas is chairman. 


Lend-Lease and Reciprocal Trade 


The Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House has 
H. R. 1501, introduced by Representative Sol Bloom of 
New York, the chairman, to extend the various powers 
of the Executive under the Lend-Lease Act of March 11, 
1941, for 12 months from June 30, 1943. The President 
has reported that under the lend-lease program the value 
of goods transferred and services rendered was $7,496,- 
000,000 between March 11, 1941, and November 30, 1942. 
In October, 1942, 40 per cent of lend-lease exports went 
to the United Kingdom, 39 per cent to the Middle and 
‘ar East and other areas, and 21 per cent to the Soviet 
Union. Forty-two nations have been declared eligible 
for lend-lease aid. With 30 of these, formal lend-lease 
agreements have been signed. With five of these, formal 
reciprocal lend-lease agreements are in effect. The maxi- 
mum amount of aid already authorized totals almost 60 
billion dollars in value. According to the Act, the terms 
and conditions under which other governments receive 
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aid “shall be those which the President deems satisfac- 
tory,” and “the benefit to the United States may be 
ayment or repayment in kind or property,” or “any 
other direct or indirect benefit which the President deems 
satisfactory.” The Committee has approved this bill. 

Informed observers generally believe Congress will 
extend the Lend-Lease Act. They are not so confident 
about the powers to negotiate reciprocal trade agreements, 
originally authorized in 1934 for three years, and ex- 
tended by relatively close votes in 1937 and 1940, ‘The 
reciprocal trade program has resulted in agreements with 
some 25 nations. The war has considerably handicapped 
the program, and lend-lease took the place of much of it. 
The trade pacts involved tariff bargaining, country by 
country. ‘We'll concede here, if you'll concede there,” 
explains much of it in lay language. These pacts are 
widely regarded as tests of our intention to broaden 
international trade, and to practice mutual aid with other 
nations. 


It is expected that party lines will divide over the issue 
o: extending the program for three years from June 30, 
1943. Wendell L. Willkie, in his Lincoln Day address, 
appealed to his party to take leadership in continuing the 
reciprocal trade pacts, but there has been no noticeable 
support for this position in Washington. The large farm 
organizations have not yet announced their position. 
Organized labor has never been generally “sold” on 
mutual aid through reciprocal trade. 

H. R. 1615, introduced by Representative Everett M. 
Dirksen of Illinois, would extend the period for foreign 
trade agreements three years and also prescribe specific 
methods with respect to consultations and public hearings. 
There would also be created an advisory committee for 
each proposed agreement, “representing agriculture, in- 
dustry, labor and the public,’ which might publicly state 
its approval or disapproval of a proposed pact, before it 
went into effect. 


Postwar Planning 


There is still no real focusing of thought, and no 
definite delegation of responsibility in the government 
with reference to postwar planning. Recently the House 
of Representatives threw out entirely the appropriation 
for the National Resources Planning Board. This has 
happened before, and later in the legislative mill an 
appropriation has been restored. The controversy over 
this agency seems to be due in part to the fact that it was 
originally created by order of the President, and after 
a time a specific appropriation was requested of Congress 
for it. Congress was thus opposed to the method of 
establishment. 

Meanwhile Representative Jerry Voorhis of California 
has considerably revised and reintroduced his bill (H. J. 
Res. 36) to authorize a “National Commission for 
Postwar Reconstruction.” Numerous religious organiza- 
tions, including the Federal Council, have shown consid- 
erable interest in the bill, which was noted in INForMA- 
TION SERvIcE for February 15, 1941, and February 21, 
1942. Congressman Voorhis aimed originally to create 
a body representative of Congress, the Executive Depart- 
ments, and a large number of voluntary economic, educa- 
tional, social and religious agencies. In the last Congress, 
his bill was reported favorably out of Committee, but the 
House leadership never brought it to a vote. 


H. J. Res. 36 would set up a National Commission for 
Postwar Reconstruction, to be composed of five members 
from each house of Congress; there would also be 29 
“associate members” te be appointed by the President, to 
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whom “recognized” organizations might submit names for 
his consideration. ‘Lhese appointments would be repre- 
sentative of the executive branch of government and the 
well-known economic groups, including consumers. There 
would be three persons from “church organizations,” 
“three from organizations of American war veterans (at 
least one of whom shall be a combat veteran of the 
second World War).” 

“The Commission shall recognize the fact that the 
first task of America is the winning of the war, and shall 
conduct its work with this primary objective of the nation 
constantly in mind,” reads Section 2. 

The main objectives shall be “the democratic develop- 
ment of a practical program for the continuous full em- 
ployment of all Americans able and willing to work, the 
achievement and maintenance of a condition of economic 
health and welfare for all groups in the population, and 
the preservation of opportunity for free enterprise.” The 
program to be developed would not need to be limited to 
legislative or governmental proposals, but might also be 
referred to voluntary groups. ‘There would be a full time 
director. A total appropriation of $500,000 would be 
authorized. The measure has been referred to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, of which Hon. Robert L. 
Doughton of North Carolina is chairman, 

Representative Everett M. Dirksen of Illinois sponsors 
H. Con. Res. 2, which would establish a Joint Committee 
on Planning and Reconstruction, to give special attention 
to “problems likely to be encountered in the postwar 
period.” There would also be “consultants” of the Joint 
Committee, and Representative Dirksen has stated that 
he believes the advice of religious organizations should 
be sought. However the bill does not mention religious 
or any other voluntary organizations. An appropriation 
of $1,000,000 would be authorized. The Dirksen Resolu- 
tion is before the Commitee on Rules, of which Hon. 
Adolph J. Sabath of Illinois is Chairman. 


Senator Claude Pepper sponsors S. J. Res. 22, pro- 
viding for a special congressional committee to study war 
and postwar problems in the domestic economy. It has 
been referred to the Committee on Education and Labor, 
of which Senator Elbert D. Thomas of Utah is Chairman. 

Senator Walter George of Georgia sponsors S. Res. 
102, referred to the Committee on Finance of which he is 
chairman, which would establish a special Senate Com- 
mittee of ten on Postwar Economic Policy and Planning. 
The Committee would be instructed to assemble for the 
Senate’s use “the most complete information respecting 
postwar economic policy and . . . problems that is avail- 


Rights of Conscientious Objectors 


Senator Elmer Thomas of Oklahoma has introduced 
S. 315, which would amend the Selective Service Act by 
eliminating all deferments and exemptions relative to 
conscientious objectors. He has announced that the bill 
was introduced at the request of the American Legion of 
Oklahoma. The bill is referred to the Senate Military 
Affairs Committee, the Chairman of which is Senator 
Robert R. Reynolds of North Carolina. 


Compulsory Military Training 

Senator Chan Gurney of South Dakota sponsors S. 701, 
and Representative James Wadsworth of New York the 
companion bill, H. R. 1806, which would require compul- 
sory military or naval training of all male citizens between 
the ages of 18 and 21, after the war. Those receiving the 
training would become active reservists for four years, 
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Six Anti-Poll Tax Bills 


There are six anti-poll tax bills, all in the House, and 
all would make unlawiul the requirement for the payment 
of a poll tax as a prerequisite to voting in a primary or 
other election for tederal office. In the 77th Congress, 
Senator Claude Pepper’s anti-poll tax bill was killed by 
filibuster in the Senate, after the House had passed a bill 
originally sponsored by the late Congressman Guyer, of 
California. he Senate bill did not cover primaries. Sena- 
tor Pepper of Florida has not yet introduced a poll tax bill 
in the 78th Congress, and has not announced whether he 
will do so or not. 

The House bills are all referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary, of which Representative Hatton W. Sum- 
ners of Texas is Chairman. ‘The numbers, with their 
sponsors, are as follows: H.R. 7, Vito Marcantonio of 
New York; H. R. 52, Joseph Gavagan of New York; 
H. R. 651, Stephen A. Day of Illinois; H. R. 642, George 
H. Bender of Ohio; H. R. 987, Joseph Clark Baldwin of 
New York; H. R. 1017, Warren G. Magnuson of Wash- 
ington. ‘These are all referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, of which Representative Hatton W. Sumners 
of Texas is Chairman. 

Poll tax legislation has had, as yet, little public dis- 
cussion in this Congress. The State of Tennessee has 
recently abolished the poll tax, leaving only seven South- 
ern states with the requirement. For a discussion of the 
legal and other aspects, see INFORMATION SERVICE for 
October 31. Those opposed to the poll tax generally 
hold, in brief, that it is a “regulation” of an election and 
thus plainly subject to Congressional action; those favor- 
ing the tax, or opposed to this legislation, say the poll tax 
is a “qualification” of a voter, and not subject to such 
action. 


Anti-Lyching 


Representative Joseph Gavagan of New York sponsors 
H. R. 51, the anti-lynching bill, which is supported by 
the National Association for the Advancement of Colored 
People and others. Among its provisions is one declaring 
that when a lynching occurs, any officer or employe of a 
state or civil division thereof, who “neglects or refuses 
to make all diligent efforts” to protect the victims of a 
mob, shall be guilty of a felony and upon conviction 
shall be subject to a fine of $5,000, or imprisonment for 
five years, or both. Another would empower the De- 
partment of Justice to make an investigation immediately 
after any lynching, to determine if the Act has been 
violated. ‘he bill also makes a “culpable governmental 
subdivision” liable to payment of a sum of not less than 
$2,000 or more than $10,000 to the victim for each injury, 
and to the next of kin if the injury results in death. The 
bill has been referred to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
of which Representative Hatton W. Sumners of Texas 
is Chairman. 


Fair Employment Practices 


In order to clarify the powers of the President’s 
Committee on Fair Employment Practice, established 
June 25, 1941, by Executive Order 8802, Representative 
Vito Marcantonio of New York has introduced H. R. 
1732, which would “prohibit discrimination in employ- 
ment, because of race, color, creed, religion, national 
origin, or citizenship.” The bill would establish the 
Committee by legislative authority, define unfair employ- 
ment practices and levy fines up to $500 per day for each 
day of violations. The bill has been referred to the 
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Committee on the Judiciary, of which Representative 
Hatton W. Sumners of Texas is Chairman. 


Chaplains’ Chief in Navy 


S. 300, introduced by Senator David 1. Walsh of 
Massachusetts, would establish “fa chief of chaplains in 
the United States Navy.” The aim of the bill is to create 
a Chaplains’ Corps in the Navy with the same status as it 
has in the Army. It would establish an office to be filled 
by appointment of the President, with confirmation by 
the Senate. It defines the duties of the office. It has the 
support of numerous Jewish, Catholic and Protestant 
otticials. The chaplaincy in the Navy Department has 
never had the recognition given it by the War Depart- 
ment. The Navy Chaplains’ Division is in the Bureau 
of Personnel. ‘the Committee on Naval Affairs, Senator 
Walsh, Chairman, has the bill. In the House, Representa- 
tive Charles A. Plumley of Vermont has introduced the 
companion measure, H. R, 1023, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs, Representative Carl Vinson of 
Georgia, Chairman. 


Senate Approval of Appointments 


S. 575, introduced by Senator Kenneth McKellar of 
Tennessee would require Senate confirmation of appoint- 
ments to all positions in executive departments with 
salaries of $4,500 and over. It also provides that all 
present appointments shall terminate on June 30, 1943, 
and that all positions filled thereafter shall be for a term 
limited to four years. ‘The War Manpower Commission 
already functions with this limitation. The National Civil 
Service Reform League regards this bill as a serious 
threat to the ‘‘merit system,” and to efficient administra- 
tion generally. It declares that passage of the bill would 
mean a return to the days of 1820 and the “spoils” of the 
era of Andrew Jackson. The bill is before the Committee 
on the Judiciary, of which Senator Frederick Van Nuys 
of Indiana is Chairman. 


A National Lottery 


H. J. Res. 55, sponsored by Representative Adolph J. 
Sabath of Illinois, would authorize the Secretary of the 
Treasury to sell “war-participation tickets,” in the expec- 
tation of raising “several billion dollars,” and assisting in 
checking inflation. It is referred to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. Heretofore, bills proposing lotteries 
have not been taken seriously by this Committee. 


How to Secure Copies of Bills 


There are at present four methods whereby an inter- 
ested citizen may secure copies of bills introduced in 
Congress: 

(1) Write to the Clerk of the Document Room, U. S. 
Senate, Washington, D. C.; or Clerk of the Document 
Room, House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.; 
give the number of the bill requested. 

(2) Write to the sponsor of a bill, giving the number 
or the purpose of the bill, and ask him to have a copy 
mailed. 

(3) Write your own Congressman or one of the 
Senators of your state. 

(4) In numerous cities throughout the nation, the 
Bureau of Public Inquiries of the Office of War Informa- 
tion has available for consultation at least one copy of all 
bills introduced. Frequently extra copies may also be 
readily secured. 
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and might be called up later for “refresher courses.” ‘he 
bills have been referred to the Committees on Military 
Affairs. 


Interference With Commerce 


The House of Representatives has received from the 
Judiciary Committee H. R. 653, sponsored by Representa- 
tive Sam Hobbs of Alabama, to amend the ‘“Anti-Rack- 
eteering Act of 1934,” the purpose of which is “to protect 
trade and commerce against interference by violence, 
threats, coercion or intimidation,” by defining robbery 
and extortion and in other ways. Section 1 (c) reads: 
“The term ‘extortion’ means the obtaining of property 
from another, with his consent, induced by wrongful use 
of actual or threatened force, violence, or fear, or under 
the color of official right.” Penalties of imprisonment for 
not more than 20 years, and a fine of not over $10,000, 
are provided for each conviction. ‘The bill also declares 
any person to be guilty of a felony who, during the war, 
obstructs the orderly transportation of persons or prop- 
erty, “knowingly and wilfully, by physical force or in- 
timidation by threats of physical force... .” The Presi- 
dent is empowered, during the war, to use the armed 
forces to insure “the orderly transportation or movement 
of interstate or foreign commerce,” whenever in his 
judgment the public interest so requires. The bill does 
not mention labor unions, but it obviously applies to them 
as to any individual. Organized labor is reported to be 
generally opposed to the measure. On the other hand, 
organized agriculture is generally reported to be favor- 
able. Farm groups have persistently complained of inter- 
ference with trucks carrying farm produce run by non- 
union drivers. Labor spokesmen say there is no need for 
the bill, that existing state and national legislation are 
adequate, that the definition of extortion is too vague, and 
that the provisions might be enforced in such a way as to 
interfere with organized labor’s legitimate aims and 
methods. But some of those favoring the measure say it 
is proposed because of the inability of the government 
to prosecute labor unions under the Anti-Racketeering 
Act, in trucking cases. The issues raised were considered 
in INFORMATION SERVICE for September 6, 1941, “Labor 
and the Law—I.” 


The Work Week 


S. 237, sponsored by Senator Clyde M. Reed of Kansas, 
would amend the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 to 
extend during the war and six months thereafter, the 
work week from 40 to 48 hours, time and half to be paid 
after 48 hours of work. There is much opinion in Con- 
gress in favor of this measure, and in opposition to Presi- 
dent Roosevelt’s recent order making a 48 hour week 
mandatory in certain areas and establishments, with pay- 
ment of time and a half after 40 hours of work. It is 
being alleged that the Presidential order discriminates 
against small business, unduly raises costs, and grants, in 
effect, the highest wage increases to the highest paid labor. 

H. R. 1804, introduced by Representative Howard W. 
Smith of Virginia, would permit, for a period until six 
months after the war, voluntary agreements between 
employer and employe “for the performance of labor 
without additional compensation for overtime employ- 
ment.” 


Farm Organizations and Labor Act 


H. R. 122, sponsored by Representative Clarence 
Cannon of Missouri, would exempt farmers’ marketing 
cooperatives from the provisions of the National Labor 
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Relations Act. Both the above bills have been referred to 
the Committee on Labor, Representative Mary |. Norton, 
Chairman. 


Incorporation of Unions 


H. R. 1781, sponsored by Representative Walter G. 
Andrews of New York, would require labor organizations 
to incorporate and file annual reports. ‘This bill has been 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary, of which Rep- 
resentative Hatton W. Sumners of Texas is Chairman. 


Protection of Migratory Workers 


Congressman John H. Tolan of California has reintro- 
duced his bill to regulate employment agencies engaged in 
interstate commerce, primarily for the purpose ot pro- 
tecting migratory workers. Its new number is H. R. 809, 
and it is before the House Committee on Labor, Repre- 
sentative Mary T. Norton, Chairman. 


Labor and Antitrust Laws 


Representative A. S. M. Monroney of Oklahoma has 
announced that he will reintroduce his bill to make certain 
labor union practices subject to the antitrust laws, a 
procedure long recommended by Thurman Arnold, the 
assistant attorney general recently appointed to the federal 
bench. The number of this bill in the 77th Congress was 
H. R. 6752. As this is written the new number is not 
known. Persons wishing a copy may write directly to 
Congressman Monroney. 


Farm Security Appropriation 


Considerable interest centers on the action Congress 
will take with respect to the budget for the Farm Security 
Administration, for which President Roosevelt in his 
budget message recommended the same funds for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1944, as the agency had in the 
present fiscal year. This amount is $169,625,000, oi 
which $32,500,000 would be for tenant purchase loans, 
and $97,500,000 for rehabilitation loans, the remainder 
for the numerous services and their administration. In the 
fiscal year 1941-42, $239,000,000 was available. Thus, 
this agency, especially set up to serve the low-income 
farmer, has had its program considerably reduced. Be- 
cause it is now charged with special wartime responsibili- 
ties, it is planning to ask for a supplemental appropriation. 
Senator Harry F. Byrd of Virginia has recommended that 
the agency should be abolished, and the large farm organ- 
izations have recently expressed considerable opposition 
to the program. It is also ably defended as a great social 
enterprise that can now bring the manpower of the small 
farmer into full food production. We expect to explore 
this and related questions further in an early issue planned 
on the subject of “Issues in Agricultural Reconstruction.” 


Removing Crop Controls 


H. R. 1605, which is on the House calendar, would 
remove some crop controls as a wartime measure. It is 
sponsored by Representative Hampton P. Fulmer of 
South Carolina, Chairman of the House Committee on 
Agriculture. It would permit farmers generally to plant 
wheat, if it is fed to animals on the farms where it is 
grown; and to plant corn for use as silage on the farm 
where it is grown. It would also generally “freeze” 
farmers’ acreage allotments for important crops. The 
practical effect of the last named provision would be 
that if for circumstances beyond a farmer’s control he 
cannot plant the acreage allotted, he will not lose his 
right to make such planting after the war period. 
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Emergency Farm Labor Program 


An early request is expected for a special wartime 
budget to enable the Agricultural Extension Service and 
the Farm Security Administration to administer an 
emergency farm labor program. ‘This will have four 
distinct aspects. (1) The training and placement oi year- 
round skilled workers on farms; (2) the development of a 
mobile land corps; (3) the mobilization of high school 
boys who will be placed on family type farms and live for 
the summer with those families; (4) the enlistment oi 
large groups of people for seasonal work lasting from a 
few days to a few weeks, usually in the locality where 
crops niust be harvested. 


Cost of Farm Labor 


H. R. 1408, sponsored by Representative Stephen Pace 
of Georgia, has been approved by the House Committee 
on Agriculture and is on the calendar. It would require 
government agencies figuring parity of farm prices (the 
level of purchasing power ot the years 1910-14) to “in- 
clude the cost of all farm labor.” This would include 
an allowance for the value of the labor performed by the 
members of the farmers’ family, and that of the operator 
himself. The etiect of this would be a considerable in- 
crease in farm prices generally. 


Farm Parity and Price Ceilings 


S. 660, sponsored by Senator John H. Bankhead, 2nd, 
of Alabama, is on the Senate calendar. It would prevent 
any government agency determining parity prices of farm 
products, or price ceilings, from taking into account 
government benefit payments for purposes of conservation, 
subsidy, incentive, etc. The net effect of this measure, it 
adopted, would be an increase in the general farm price 
level. 


Social Security 


The long awaited comprehensive social security bill 
has not appeared as this is written. Senator Robert F. 
Wagner of New York is expected to introduce it. How- 
ever, Frances Perkins, Secretary of Labor, who is Chair- 
man of an interdepartmental committee on social security, 
has several times recently forecast the scope of the new 
plans. In an address at the New School for Social 
Research in New York on February 14, Secretary Perkins 
said the plans would include provision for disability caused 
by illness, non-industrial accidents, maternity and hospi- 
talization. Also, there will be recommended enlarged 
benefits at times of unemployment, and coverage of new 
groups of people for old age and survivors’ insurance. 
Compulsory health insurance to provide for costs of 
medical care is not included, the Secretary stated. When 
Senator Wagner’s bill is introduced, we will digest it for 
our readers. 

Meanwhile, Senator David I. Walsh of Massachusetts 
has reintroduced his bill, now S. 623, to extend the 
benefits of federal old-age and survivors’ insurance to the 
employes of educational, charitable and religious organi- 
zations, excepting members of the clergy and of religious 
orders. It is estimated that more than 1,000,000 persons 
would be affected. In 1935, many representatives of these 
agencies asked for and obtained exemption for their 
employes from the benefits of the Social Security Act. 
Since that time, the officers of certain social agencies 
have become active in asking for inclusion for their em- 
ployes, with respect to old age and survivors’ insurance. 
The position of the officers of church pension agencies, 
who were the main spokesmen for the churches in 1935, 
has not been made known generally. The National 
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Catholic Welfare Conference favors inclusion for lay em- 
ployes. The National Council of the Protestant Episcopal 
Church, speaking only for itself and not for the Church, 
has taken the same position. A joint commission of the 
Triennial Convention of the Episcopal Church will make 
a report on the subject to the session of that bod 
scheduled to be held in Cleveland in October, 1943, 
Informed persons in Washington seem now to feel that 
most Protestant pension agencies will at least not oppose 
the Walsh proposal for the lay employes of churches, 
and that it has a better chance of passage than at any 
previous time. 

Senator Elmer Thomas of Oklahoma has introduced 
S. 685, which would permit recipients of public grants for 
old age assistance (not to be confused with old age insur- 
ance) to earn up to $240 a year, without in any way 
having the public grants for their relief reduced. _ 

Both bills are in the hands of the Committee on Finance 
of which Senator Walter George of Georgia is Chairman, 


Federal Aid for Education 


The bill for federal aid for elementary and public 
schools has again been revised. It is sponsored by Sena- 
tors Elbert D. Thomas of Utah and Lister Hill of Ala- 
bama, and the new number is S. 637. It is before the 
Committee on Education and Labor, of which Senator 
Thomas is Chairman. It would authorize an annual 
appropriation of $200,000,000 for apportionment among 
the states for the purpose of keeping schools open, employ- 
ing additional teachers for overcrowded classes, raising 
substandard salaries of teachers and adjusting teachers’ 
salaries “to meet the increased cost of living,” in general, 
“to meet emergencies in financing elementary and public 
schools.” An additional $100,000,000 would be author- 
ized annually “for the purpose of more nearly equalizing 
public elementary and public secondary school opportuni- 
ties among and within the states.” Funds would be 
appropriated according to an index of financial need. The 
ultimate recipients of the federal funds will be local 
“public school jurisdictions.” The bill does not define 
“public” as “tax supported.” Hence, there is informed 
opinion to the effect that in a few instances aid might be 
given to parochial schools. Special attention is given to 
benefits for minority racial groups. Leaders of rural 
education are especially interested in the bill, which is an 
outgrowth of the recommendations of the President’s Ad- 
visory Committee on Education made in 1938. The 
present bill departs considerably from the recommenda- 
tions, which favored grants for adult education and 


The Liquor Traffic 


Senator Arthur Capper’s S. 569 would “prohibit the 
transportation in interstate commerce of advertisements 
of alcoholic beverages... .” It would apply to all forms 
of advertising, including newspapers and periodicals. It 
is referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce, 
Senator Burton K. Wheeler of Montana, Chairman. 

Senator Lee O’Daniel of Texas has announced that he 
will reintroduce the substance of the well-known S. 860 
of the previous Congress, formerly sponsored by the late 
Senator Morris Sheppard of Texas, which would em- 
power the Secretaries of War or Navy to prohibit the 
sale of alcoholic liquors, including beer, ale and wine, at 
or within any military base or camp, etc. Senator O’Daniel 
hopes to have the same number, S. 860, for his bill. In 
the previous Congress, the Senate Committee on Military 
Affairs reported the bill without recommendation. It was 
on the calendar but was never brought to a vote. 
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